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Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to survey Morehead State University (MoSU) 
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academic administrators, deans, department chairs, faculty, and academic advisors to 
determine their attitude toward awarding credit for experiential learning. The analysis 
of the data was done using descriptive statistics: Perception of Experiential Learning 
Index (PELI), frequency counts, and means. Also a !-test for independent samples 
was used. The study findings indicate that there is a need for a stronger focus on and 
expansion of current experiential learning programs at MoSU. 
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Attitudes of Morehead State University Academic Administrators and 
Faculty/Academic Advisors Regarding Credit of Experiential Learning 
Non-traditional students are returning to colleges at a staggering rate. They are 
looking for ways to improve themselves, their education, their job skills, and to 
changeyrofessions. 
Providing students with the opportunity of receiving credit for current and/or 
past learning experiences could move Morehead State University (MoSU) toward the 
forefront of progressive educational practices. The changing student population 
places a high priority on an integrated academic culture by connecting general 
education with specialized education and theoretical learning with practical 
application. 
Statement of the Problem 
The intent of this study is to determine the attitude of faculty, academic 
administrators, and academic advisors toward awarding credit for an experiential 
learning program at MoSU. Results of this study could provide support for 
introducing a program of experiential learning assessment. 
Numerous readings strongly indicate that education programs must be flexible 
and willing to introduce new ideas to attract different populations of students. An 
experiential learning assessment program has the promise of assisting colleges and 
universities in the task of attracting students because transfer credit policies and 
recognition oflearning rank high runong adult learners as factors in college choice. 
Experiential learning assessment seems to enhance the learning process by allowing 
students to show what they already know, and holds promise for new enrollment and 
programs. 
Definition of Terms 
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Experiential learning or prior learning is defined as learning achieved through 
knowledge-building or skills-attainment that occurs prior to enrollment at an 
institution of higher education. Procedures or methods for evaluation of experiential 
learning are: transfer oftranscripted credit, examination based, reviewing bodies, and 
individual or portfolio assessment. The terms are interchangeable. 
Vocation is the field of employment. For purposes of this study, the vocations 
surveyed included academic administrators, deans, department chairs, faculty, and 
academic advisors. 
The Perception of Experiential Learning Index (PELI) is an index used to 
determine attitudes toward awarding credit for experiential learning. The PELI 
displays a range of20 to 100, Unfavorable to Favorable, respectively. 
The Mini-Perception of Experiential Learning Index (Mini-PELI) is a subset 
of the PELI survey items (questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 8). The Mini-PELI displays a range of 
5 to 25, Unfavorable to Favorable, respectively. 
Significance of the Problem 
Universities are experiencing dramatically changing expectations. We have 
been thrust into the twenty-first century motivated by employers, a new global 
economy, and the expansion of knowledge, technology, and information. Colleges 
and universities will play a critical role in addressing these challenges. 
3 
In a document posted by Penn State (1992) the researchers found students, 
government, businesses and the local communities, as well as accrediting bodies, are 
all placing increased pressure on today's colleges and universities. American higher 
education continues to face budget cuts, technology demands, birth rate changes, an 
aging population, staffing issues, and a shift from manufacturing based jobs to service 
and high tech industries. These have changed the demographic landscape 
dramatically in America and will continue to do so. These changing demographics 
will be closely reflected in the makeup of education participants. 
According to a 2005 press release from College Board, today's student 
undergraduate body consists of 40 percent non-traditional students with only a 
fraction being traditional students between the ages of 18 and 24 who are enrolled 
full-time in college classrooms. Since these students are older they have knowledge 
and learning beyond what the traditional student knows. Experiential learning most 
closely fits their own journey to becoming self-directed learners. 
Consumers of education are changing from traditional students to non-
traditional students made up of diverse groups of individuals with a multitude of 
needs, concerns, interests, and knowledge. Institutions of higher education (IHE) 
need to recognize that individuals come with a variety of valuable work and life 
experiences that could replace the need for some of the basic levels of introductory 
instruction. If the IHE do not recognize the needs of these students, private companies 
and corporate universities will rise up to fill the need of today's consumer students. 
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Review of Literature 
Recognition for prior learning is not new. Lamdin (1997) best defines prior 
learning assessment (PLA) "as a process whereby any learning you have acquired 
before the assessment and had not had transcripted by a college is evaluated to 
determine whether it is comparable with what is taught in college, and, if so, 
recognized by the award of college credit" (p. 63). Many IHE are responding to the 
needs of students by establishing prior learning programs. A variety of programs exist 
to award credit for prior learning across the nation. Colleges and universities use 
multiple means in awarding credit for prior learning across the disciplines. Some 
examples of obtaining college cr~dit for prior learning are transfer of transcript credit 
from other institutions of education, standardized exams, and departmental or 
proficiency exams. Other methods of awarding credit for prior learning include 
accepting professional licenses, certificates, business and industry training (CEUs), 
and military training that are approved for credit by the institution or by the American 
Council on Education (ACE). Prior learning programs can be a catalyst for innovation 
in education and demonstration of respect for the knowledge and skills of students. 
In recent decades there has been a shift in contemporary university evaluation 
of prior learning. This shift is defined by the use of the individualized assessment or 
the portfolio method. Lamdin (1997) describes the portfolio method as: 
a formal written communication, presented by the student to the college, 
requesting credit or recognition for extra-collegiate learning. The portfolio 
must make its case by identifying learning clearly and concisely and it must 
provide sufficient supporting information and documentation so that faculty 
can use it, alone or in combination with other evidence, as the basis for their 
evaluation oflearning. (p. 84) 
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According to Whitaker (1989), one of the forerunners of the prior learning 
movement, portfolio assessment began in the mid 1970s with an organization called 
the Council of Adult and E~periential Leaming (CAEL). It was founded in 1974 as a 
three year project of the Educational Testing Service (ETS) in Princeton, New Jersey, 
with funding from the Carnegie Corporation, Ford Foundation, the Lilly Endowment, 
and the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education. Through the ETS 
project, CAEL began the work of assessing prior learning. After completion of the 
project, CAEL established a new charter to operate as a free-standing association. 
They provide colleges and universities, companies, labor organizations, and state and 
local governments with the tools and strategies they need for creating practical, 
effective lifelong learning solutions. CAEL is interested in the extent and variety of 
learning experiences that people acquire on their own and is dedicated to researching 
methods that enable educational institutions to do valid, reliable assessment of 
learning outside the classroom. CAEL is considered the leader in credible and reliable 
prior learning assessment methods. As such, CAEL has developed a set of writing 
standards, procedures, and principles to assess learning and competencies that are 
followed both nationally and internationally by universities that have prior learning 
programs. Today CAEL is active in helping colleges and universities set up programs 
to examine and evaluate formal and experiential learning for all students. 
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In Mitchelson's (1997) article "Multicultural Approaches to Portfolio 
Development", PLA gives educational access to an underserved population of 
students and builds relationships between employers and universities. PLA interprets 
knowledge and translates it to college credit. PLA programs have caused a variety of 
. movements within higher education. They have been both the cause and effect of new 
programs for adult students. 
Brown, McCrink, and Maybee (2004) stated, "Portfolios engage students 
often for the first time in rigorous reflection on, and expression of, their real-life 
experiences and the learning derived from them" (p. 25). Mitchelson (1997) 
emphasizes the following: 
In most North American institutions, approaches to lifelong learning are based 
on individualism and humanistic psychology that see psychic and intellectual 
growth as a moving away from others. Knowles' ([1973; 1990]) use of 
Rogers's and Maslow's theories is a case in point. Because the goal of 
learning is self-actualization, it requires a passage from passivity and 
reactiveness to activity and autonomy. (p. 49) 
Learning becomes meaningful and effective by making links between past and 
present experiences. Positive feelings, such as that of self efficacy or a deep interest 
in the subject, are likely to facilitate learning. 
The concept of prior learning is an established approach in adult education 
theory. John Dewey, Kurt Lewin, and Jean Piaget are some of the founders of this 
approach and ai:e referenced quite extensively in matters concerning prior learning 
concepts. Knowles' (1970) original educational theory formed the development of 
these programs and remains relevant today. Knowles' work on andragogical models 
of education is based on the assumption that the learner, especially an adult, is self-
directed. 
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Prior learning is related to the concept of transfer of learning and is a basis for 
many courses in the college curriculum and in life. Students must be able to transfer 
what they have learned earlier to the new situations they will encounter during their 
professional lives. Fleishman (1987) argued that transfer oflearning is a fact oflife. 
He proposed that transfer of learning is "fundamental to all learning and is pervasive 
in everyday life, in the developing child and adult. Transfer takes place whenever 
knowledge, abilities, and skills affect the learning or performance of new tasks" (p. 
xi). Truluck and Courtenay (1999) stated, "little is known about learning styles of 
older adults, but with age there is a tendency to become more reflective and 
observational in the learning environment" (p. 221). 
PLA is developed and used in different contexts (Andersson, Fejes, & Ahn, 
2004) and can greatly improve an individual's competitive worth in society, 
especially for those whose competence and knowledge have not been accepted in an 
education context. Andersson, Fejes, and Ahn (2004) asserted that PLA allows the 
students' knowledge to be accessed and places the student at an actual new level of 
learning, thereby, empowering the learner to use this knowledge at a more advanced 
level while at the same time supplementing it. 
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Globalization, rapidly changing technology, low birth rates, and an aging 
·society are some of the reasons higher education should change and respond to the 
workforce in the twenty-first century. Recognizing that the days of educating only the 
young in a traditional residential setting are passe, progressive institutions are 
creating avenues for working adults to develop new skills and to participate in life-
long learning. An early validation study conducted by CAEL concluded that a college 
classroom is not the only place to learn and 'learning outside the classroom can be 
measured in valid, reliable ways for college credit (Willingham & Associates, 1976). 
Hundreds of colleges and universities have created special units, programs, and other 
incentives that address the needs of older students. Not only do these students bring 
rich and diverse learning experiences with them, their expectations of the university 
coupled with the needs and expectations of their employers are that no time is to be 
wasted through duplication. 
The Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education (2006) has given MoSU 
and all other Kentucky public post-secondary institutions the daunting task of 
increasing enrollment and educating (bachelor's degree) 791,000 Kentucky citizens 
by the year 2020. To meet these goals, higher education institutions in Kentucky will 
need to evaluate their programs and the needs of all prospective students to make sure 
the programs that are offered meet student, employer, and community needs. It is the 
responsibility of the colleges, universities, and community colleges to provide a 
variety of quality programs to meet the needs of the population. Educational leaders 
must recognize that we live and work in a community made up of diverse groups of 
individuals with a multitude of needs, concerns, interests, and prior knowledge. 
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In response to the lethargic attitude of higher education to this rapidly growing 
population of education consumers, business and industry have turned to their own 
resources to develop better educated, more highly skilled employees (Hadfield, 
2003). Corporate universities have appeared and are growing larger and stronger 
every day. They provide professional development programs that are accepted in the 
education and business world, industry, the military, and the government. 
Professional development programs provide the learner an alternative method to 
obtain knowledge and enhance skills. They shadow education as they build a 
reputation for timely and meaningful instruction. 
In the United States today, the higher education budget is under increasing 
pressure for accountability. There is increased competition for new students, and the 
cost of delivering education continues to skyrocket. To grow and increase enrollment 
we must expand our population of students; we must reach out to the "adult" 
student/learner. In a document published by CAEL (2004), data from the National 
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reported that approximately 60 percent of 
students in United States higher education are nontraditional with 43 percent being 25 
or older. Clearly, higher education institutions must be more aggressive in attracting 
and retaining a higher portion of the adult education market. 
According to Pies (1996) a 1992 report conducted by CAEL found that nearly 
1,200 colleges nationwide allow some form of prior learning credits. The PLA-
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portfolio process has the promise of attracting students to higher education. PLA 
programs and transfer credit policies rank high among adult learners as factors in 
college choice; PLA is a positive influence on persistence; and PLA students show 
somewhat higher levels of academic performance when compared to non-PLA 
students (Flint, 2004). As the adult student population grows there is justification that 
strategies to evaluate credit by experience will positively impact enrollment growth at 
MoSU. 
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Method 
The intent of this applied project was to survey MoSU academic 
administrators, deans, department chairs, faculty, ~d academic advisors to determine 
their attitude toward awarding credit for experiential learning. 
Description of Participants 
The population for this study was MoSU academic administrators, deans, 
department chairs, faculty, and academic advisors. Participants were chosen if they 
directly assistecl or established MoSU curriculum and/or programs of academic credit 
and advised students within said programs. The group consisted of 24 academic 
administrators, 5 deans, 23 department chairs, and 358 faculty and academic 
advisors, a total of 410. This list was developed from the MoSU Faculty and Staff 
Directory 2004-2005. 
Instrument 
An instrument was developed to collect the data on the attitudes ofMoSU 
academic administrators, deans, department chairs, faculty, and academic advisors. 
The instrument was a two part questionnaire survey shown in Appendix A. Part one 
was used to gather demographic information such as gender, years of teaching, 
vocation, and department or subject area taught by participant. The second part was a 
20 item survey using a five point Likert scale format to determine attitudes about 
awarding credit for prior learning experiences. 
Study Design 
A descriptive design was used for this study. Data were collected in a cross-
sectional design to answer research questions relating to attitudes about experiential 
learning ofMoSU academic administrators, deans, department chairs, faculty, and 
academic advisors. This design was selected because it would characterize the 
opinion of a wide variety of stakeholders at MoSU on the attitude of experiential 
learning credit. 
f'rocedures 
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Permission was obtained in May 2005 from the MoSU Human Subjects 
Institutional Review Board. Once approval ofMoSU's Human Subjects Institutional 
Review Board was granted, the survey was prepared for mailing through MoSU's on 
campus mail system. A letter was attached to each survey describing the project, 
giving directions, and requesting the survey to be completed and returned in a self-
addressed envelope through the campus mail system. Data was collected during May 
through August 2005. 
The answers provided by participants were confidential and all research 
subjects' responses (completed surveys) were stored in a secure location, in a locked 
file cabinet, accessible only to the researcher and the researcher's committee. Surveys 
were numbered sequentially and entered into an Excel spreadsheet for tabulation. The 
assumption of the study is that MoSU academic administrators, deans, department 
chairs, faculty, and academic advisors express attitudes toward experiential learning 
that can be measured. A limitation of this study is that the survey population was 
limited to one university and the results of the study may not be comparable with 
other institutions of higher education. 
Data Analysis 
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The intent of this study is to determine the perception (attitude) ofMoSU 
academic administrators, deans, department chairs, faculty, and academic advisors 
regarding prior learning programs at MoSU. This applied project used descriptive 
statistics as a method of analyzing data. Descriptive statisitics include PELI results, 
frequency counts, and means. Also a !-test for independent samples was used and Stat 
Pak was used to perform !-tests. 
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Results 
The sample for this study was 410, comprised of 24 academic administrators, 
5 deans, 23 department chairs, and 358 faculty and academic advisors from Morehead 
State University in Morehead, Kentucky. 
Of the 410 surveys mailed through the MoSU on campus mailing system, 145 
completed surveys were returned, representing a return rate of 35 percent. Some 
respondents failed to answer one or more questions, but all data are included for each 
cell for which data were available. 
Part one of the survey obtained demographic information. In an attempt to 
determine a profile of the 145 respondents to the questionnaire, an analysis of the 
demographic data was done. Demogaphics profiled were gender, total years of 
teaching, vocation, and department or subject area taught. This is shown in Table 1. 
Gender 
Of the 145 surveys returned, all participants responded to the question 
concerning gender. Fifty-one percent of the sample was male (n = 74), while 49 
percent (n = 71) was female. 
Total Years of Teaching 
This survey question sought to obtain total years of teaching experience at any 
institution of higher learning by the respondent. The largest percentage of the sample 
was comprised of two levels of experience: 6 ~o 10 years, 26 percent (n = 3 7) and 21 
+ years, 26 percent (n = 37). The fewest responses came from the category of 11 to 15 
years, 13 percent (n = 19). 
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Vocation 
The questionnaire also sought to obtain information on the respondents' 
vocation. Vocation was defined as employment, occupation, or profession at MoSU: 
academic administrator, dean, department chair, and faculty/academic advisor. The 
majority of the sample (75 percent) indicated they were faculty or academic advisors. 
College 
In obtaining information on the respondents' department or subject area, a 
vast difference in the views and/or interpretaion of this question was found. It 
appeared that responses should be classified as college rather than department or 
subject area taught. Respondents gave information related to Mo SU' s four colleges 
rather than department or subject area taught. Therefore data for college were 
analyzed instead of department or subject. The largest percentage of the sample was 
from the C.audill College of Humanities (33 percent), while the College of Business 
was the lowest with 16 percent. 
Table 1. 
D emor>rap ic h D ata 
Demo!!raohic 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Total Years of Teaching Experience 
I - 5 
6- 10 
11-15 
16-20 
21+ 
Vocation 
Academic Administrator 
Dean 
Department Chair 
Faculty/Academic Advisor 
College 
College of Business 
College of Education 
Caudill College of Humanities 
College of Science & Techno!oo:v 
Frequencv Percent 
74 51 
71 49 
23 16 
37 26 
19 13 
28 19 
37 26 
17 12 
4 3 
13 10 
107 75 
19 16 
27 22 
40 33 
36 29 
The intent of this applied project was to determine the attitude of academic 
administrators, deans, department chairs, faculty, and academic advisors regarding 
experiential learning at MoSU. The project posed one main question and further 
investigated experiential learning with six sub-set questions. 
Part two of the survey consisted of20 questions intended to measure the 
attitude of participants toward experiential learning. Participants were asked to 
16 
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respond to part two of the survey questionnaire by rating their reaction to each of the 
20 items using a five (5) point Likert scale format; 1 = strongly unfavorable to 
concept, 2 = somewhat unfavorable to the concept, 3 = undecided, 4 = somewhat 
favorable to the concept, and 5= strongly favorable to the concept. 
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Research Question 1. What do MoSU administration, faculty, and advisors by 
sex, college, and years of service believe about experiential learning? 
Trus question was answered by using the Perception of Experiential Leaming 
Index (PELI). The twenty questions of the survey addressed the level of agreement or 
disagreement with experiential learning. The PELI displays a range of20 to 100, 
Unfavorable to Favorable, respectively. 
The following results are organized around the main research question and are 
broken down by demographic data. 
Figure 1 
PELI of all Respondents 
PELI of all Respondents (n = 108) 
20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
PELI Range 
The index score of 68.48 shown in Figure l indicates a favorable view of 
experiential learning from respondents. 
Figure 2 
PELI of MoSU Administrators and Faculty/Academic Advisors 
20 
PELI of Administrators v Faculty/Advisors 
30 40 50 60 
PELI Range 
70 80 
c Administrators (n = 16) ■ Faculty/Ad1,1sors (n = 92) 
90 
18 
100 
The PELI shown in Figure 2 shows a score of 69.19 for administrators and a 
score of 68.24 for faculty/academic advisors, indicating administrators and 
faculty/academic advisors have similar beliefs of experiential learning. 
Figure 3 
PELI of MoSU Administrators and Faculty/ Academic Advisor by Gender 
Administrators M/F v Faculty/Advisors M/F 
L.. 
0 
Cl) F (n = 42) 69.55 ·;;; 
-0 
!;f 
£ 
::> M (n = 50) 67.02 (.) 
Cl) 
LL 
0 
co 
L.. 
F (n = 9) 69.59 
iii 
:s 
E M (n = 7) 68.71 -0 ~ 
20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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The PELI shown in Figure 3 reports similar scores when broken down by 
gender of MoSU administrators and facu lty/academic advisors. These data indicate a 
favorable view of experiential learning from respondents. 
Figure 4 
PELI of MoSU Four Colleges 
20 30 40 
PELI of MoSU Colleges 
50 60 
PELI Ran e 
70 
69.83 
64.86 
71.50 
69.23 
80 
D College of Business (n = 18) 
D Caudill College of Humanities (n = 36) 
■ College of Education ( (n = 24) 
D Colle e of Science & 'rechnolo n = 30 
90 100 
When looking at Figure 4, the PELI is broken down across the four colleges at 
MoSU. There seemed to be consistency of data among three, the College of Science 
and Technology, the College of Education, and the College of Business, and a 
difference in Caudill College of Humanities. 
Since there was the largest discrepancy between the College of Education 
reporting a high score of 71.50 and the lowest score reported by Caudill College of 
Humanities of 64.86, this comparison was subject to closer scrutiny. A t-test for 
independent samples was used to see if a significant difference existed. A significant 
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difference was found between theses two colleges t (58) = 2.24, p <.05 . This suggests 
that the respondents in the Caudill College of Humanities do not believe in 
experientiaJ learning as strongly as the respondents in the College of Education. 
Figure 5 
PELI of Total Years of Teaching at any Institution of Higher Learning 
PELI of Years of Service 
67.64 
69.70 ______________ ...,........, 7.0  
20 30 40 50 60 
PELI Range 
68.66 
68.20 
70 80 90 
D 1-5 yrs (n = 15) ■ 6-10 yrs (n = 32) o 11-15 yrs (n = 13) 
D 16-20 yrs (n = 23) ■ 21+ yrs (n = 25) 
100 
When looking at Figure 5 there seemed to be general consistency with PELI 
broken down across the categories of years of service. The category of 11 to 15 years 
of service reported the lowest PELI score of 67.00 and 16 to 20 years reported the 
highest PELI score of 69.70. This was analyzed using at-test for independent 
samples. o significant difference was found between these years of service, t (34) = 
0.65, p >.05. This suggests there is no link in the years of service at MoSU regarding 
the belief in experiential learning credit. Overall, there is support for experiential 
learning regardless of the years of service. 
To further explore the main research question, six sub-set questions were 
formed. Frequency counts of agreement, disagreement, and indecision, means, a 
Mini-PELI, and t-test were used. 
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Sub-Set Question 1.1. Do MoSU administration, faculty, and advisors agree 
or disagree that students be given credit.for experiential learning? 
Survey questions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 8 addressed the agreement or disagreement for 
credit for experiential learning. A Mini-Perception of Experienti al Leaming Index 
(Mini-PELI) was tabulated. The Mini-PELI displays a range of 5 to 25, Unfavorable 
to Favorable, respectively. 
Figure 6 
Mini-PELI o All Res ondents 
Mini-PELI of all Respondents (n = 108) 
5 10 15 
PELI Range 
20 25 
The Mini-PELI index score of 18.77 reported in Figure 6 indicates a favorable 
view of awarding credit for experiential learning from respondents. 
Figure 7 
Mini-PELI of MoSU Academic Administrators and Faculty/Academic Advisors 
5 
Administrators v Faculty/Advisors 
10 15 
Mini-PELI Range 
20 
I □ Administrators (n = 16) ■ Faculty/Advisors (n = 92) I 
25 
22 
The Mini -PELI index scores of academic admjnistrators (19.00) and 
faculty/academic advisors (18.73) shown in Figure 9 indicate both groups are in favor 
of awarding credit for experiential learning. 
Figure 8 
Mini-PELI of MoSU by Gender 
5 
Total M v F Mini- PELI 
10 15 
Mini-PELI Range 
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The Mini-PELI reported in Figure 8 shows a score of male respondents of 
19.27 and female respondents of 18.32, indicating there is not a gender difference in 
support of awarding credit for experiential learning. 
Figure 9 
Mini-PELI of MoSU Four Colleges 
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When looking at Figure 9, the Mini-PELI is broken down across the four 
colleges at MoSU. There seems to be consistency among three, College of Science & 
and Technology, College of Education, and College of Business, and a difference in 
Caudi ll College of Humanities. Since there was consistency among three colleges 
with College of Business reporting the highest score, 19.78, and the lowest score 
reported by Caudill College of Humanities, 17.67, at-test for independent samples 
was used to see if a significant difference existed. A significant difference was found 
between the colleges t (52) = 2.17, p <.05 . This suggests that the Caudill College of 
Humanities is not as favorable in awarding credit for experiential learning when 
compared to the College of Business, although all colleges have scores above the 
median. 
Figure 10 
Mini-PELI of Total Years of Teaching at any Institution of Higher Learning 
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When looking at Figure 10, the Mini-PELI is broken down across the 
categories of years of service. There seemed to be consistency among the groups. The 
category of 11 to 15 years of service reported the lowest score ( 18.62) and 6 to 10 
years of service reported the highest (19.19) so a t-test for independent samples was 
used for further analysis. o significant difference was found between the years of 
service t (55) = 0.77, p >.05. 
Sub-Set Question 1.2. What level of undergraduate and graduate credit do 
MoSU administration, faculty, and advisors recommend be awarded for experiential 
learning? 
Survey questions 5, 6, 7, and 8 addressed the recommended level of 
undergraduate and graduate credit for experiential learning. This question was 
answered by reviewing frequencies and means. 
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Table 2 in Appendix B and Figure 11 in Appendix F show respondents are in 
favor of awarding credit for experiential learning. Table 2 illustrates 49 percent of 
respondents favor credit for undergraduate courses at the 100 or 200 level, while 40 
percent favor credit for undergraduate courses at the 300 or 400 level, and 31 percent 
of respondents support credit for prior learning at the graduate level. Forty-five 
percent of respondents indicate the University should adopt a policy for awarding 
credit for prior learning. 
Table 3 in Appendix C and Figure 12 in Appendix F show when respondents 
are classed by administrator/faculty and advisor or by gender, they are in favor of 
awarding credit for experiential learning. 
In reviewing the means, Figure 13 in Appendix F shows the responses of 
survey questions 5, 6, and 7 by MoSU colleges. Question 5 showed the College of 
Business mean was 4.16 while the College of Education was 3.44. This was further 
investigated using at-test for independent samples and a significant difference was 
found between the colleges t ( 44) = 2.46, p<.05. This suggests that the College of 
Education is less supportive of giving students credit at the 100 or 200 level of 
courses. 
Question 6 showed the College of Business mean was 3.47 while the Caudill 
College of Humanities was 2.70. This was further investigated using at-test for 
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independent samples. A significant difference was found between the colleges t (57) 
= 2.25, p<.05. This suggests that the Caudill College of Humanities is less supportive 
of giving students credit at the 300 or 400 level of courses. 
Question 7 sho\Yed the College of Education mean was 3.58 while the Caudill 
College of Humanities was 2.63. This was further investigated using at-test for 
independent samples. A significant difference was found between the colleges t ( 64) 
= 3.23, p<.05. This suggests that the Caudill College of Humanities is less supportive 
of giving students credit for prior learning at the graduate level of courses. 
Sub-Set Question 1.3. How do MoSU administration, faculty, and advisors 
regard the awarding of credit for experiential learning? 
Survey questions 8, 15, 16, and 18 addressed the agreement or disagreement 
for awarding of credit for experiential learning. This questiqn is answered by 
reviewing frequency tables and means. 
Using frequencies in Table 2 in Appendix B to review survey question 8, 45 
. percent ofMoSU respondents are in agreement for developing policies in awarding 
credit for prior learning. This table also indicates 34 percent of respondents agree a 
portfolio program should be adopted to evaluate prior learning for credit. The table 
shows 44 percent also believe military training should be evaluated for credit. All 
other areas of demographics shown in Table 3, Table 4, and Table 5 in Appendix C, 
D, and E show consistent agreement of data. 
Within Figure 14 in Appendix F, survey question 15, a large difference was 
observed between the means. The 6to 10 years of service range had a mean of3.70 
and 11 to 15 years of service range reported a mean of2.95. This was further 
investigated using a !-test for independent samples and a significant difference was 
found t (54) =2.41, p<.05. This suggests that respondents with 11 to 15 years of 
service are less likely than those with 6 to 10 years of service to support a portfolio 
program to evaluate prior learning of students. 
Sub-Set Question 1.4. Who do MoSU administration, faculty, and advisors 
believe is qualified to evaluate experiential learning for academic credit? 
Survey questions 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 addressed the issue of who is 
qualified to evaluate experiential learning for academic credit. This question is 
answered by reviewing frequencies and means. 
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Table 2 in Appendix B shows respondents believe a faculty member ( 63 
percent) or department chair (62 percent) is the most qualified to evaluate prior 
learning for academic credit. Table 3 in Appendix C shows academic administrators 
have a high percentage of agreement for an academic advisor and a faculty member to 
evaluate prior learning for academic credit. Faculty/ Advisors show a high percentage 
of agreement for the faculty member and department chair being the most qualified to 
evaluate prior learning for academic credit. 
Table 5 in Appendix E shows how the members of the different colleges 
believe a faculty member is most qualified to evaluate prior learning for academic 
credit. Table 6 located in Appendix E shows how years of service are related to the 
support that a faculty member, academic advisor, or dean are most qualified to 
evaluate prior learning for academic credit. 
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In Figure 12, Appendix F, a large difference was observed in the mean of 
male academic administrators (4.27) and male faculty/academic advisors (3.16). This 
was further investigated using at-test for independent samples. A significant 
difference was found t (71) = 3.10. This suggests that male academic administrators 
have a strong belief that a department chair should evaluate prior learning for 
academic credit. Therefore, male academic administrators would be more supportive 
of a prior learning program that a department chair evaluates. 
Figure 14 shows survey questions 9, 10, 12, 13, and 14 in Appendix F have a 
large disbursement. Each was investigated using at-test for independent samples. 
Question 9 compared 1 to 5 years of service (2.29) and 11 to15 years of service (3.32) 
and found t (38) =2.54, p<.05, a significant difference. Question 10 compared 1 to 5 
years of service (2.86) and 11 to 15 years of service (3. 74) and found t (39) = 2.08, 
p<.05, a significant difference. Question 12 compared 11 to 15 years of service (3.11) 
and 16 and 20 years of service (2.29) and found t (45) = 2.58, p<.05, a significant 
difference. Question 13 compared 1 to 5 years of service (2.14) and 16 to 20 years of 
service (2.96) found t (48) = 2.26, p<.05, a significant difference. Question 14 
compared 6 to 10 years of service (3.19) and 21 + years of service (2.41) and found t 
(72) = 2.47, p<.05, a significant difference. These findings show as years of 
experience change so does the belief in who is qualified to evaluate prior learning for 
academic credit with a faculty member being the most supported and the Registrar's 
Office being least supported. 
29 
Sub-Set Question 1.5. Do MoSU administration.faculty, and advisors believe 
awarding credit for experiential learning would attract students to Morehead State 
University? 
. Survey questions 17 and 19 addressed whether awarding credit for 
experiential learning would attract students to MoSU. This question is answered by 
reviewing frequency tables. 
Table 2, Table 3, Table 4, and Table 5 in the appendix show responses to be 
consistent. There is belief that awarding credit for experiential learning would attract 
students. 
Table 2 reports for question 17 that 49 percent agree that students would be 
interested in taking a course that would lead to evaluation of prior learning for 
academic credit. Table 3 reports a similar percentage of agreement when broken 
down by gender of academic administrators. Male faculty/academic advisors 
respondents are split with 43 percent in agreement and 43 percent undecided. Female 
faculty/advisors agree (53 percent) that experiential learning would attract students. 
Table 3 indicates support is found within academic administrators and 
faculty/academic advisors, regardless of gender. 
Table 4 reports respondents from each ofMoSU colleges consistently agree 
that a program of experiential learning would attract students. Sixty four percent of 
respondents, the highest, in the College of Science and Technology agree that a 
program of experiential learning would attract students. 
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Findings in Table 5 show a majority of support is found within each category 
of years of service at Mo SU regarding student interest in taking a course that would 
lead to evaluation of prior learning for credit. 
Sub-Set Question 1.6. Do MoSU administration, faculty, and advisors believe 
awarding credit for experiential learning would retain students to Morehead Staie 
University? 
Survey question 20 addressed whether awarding credit for experiential 
learning would retain students at Morehead State University. This question was 
answered by reviewing frequencies in Table 2, Table 3, Table 4, and Table 5 of the 
appendix. It appears to be consistent throughout all tables; there is belief that 
awarding credit for prior learning would retain students. 
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Discussion 
In this final chapter, the study will offer a discussion, implications, 
conclusions, and recommendations about experiential learning at MoSU. It was 
observed based on all methods of analysis, PELI, frequency counts, means and t-tests 
that there is generally a wide agreement for students to be awarded credit for 
experiential learning. Findings support the overall idea of experiential learning 
policies and/or a program atMoSU. 
Small differences were found in some areas, but they were not significant. The 
majority ofrespondents believe undergraduate credit at a 100 or 200 level be 
recommended in awarding credit for experiential learning. A significant majority 
supported the awarding of academic credit for military training. According to the 
survey, faculty members, department chairs, and/or academic advisors should be 
responsible for evaluating experiential learning for academic credit. A significant 
majority ofrespondents support the idea that awarding credit for experiential learning 
would attract and retain students to Morehead State University. 
In reflection of the study, several differences were observed on survey 
demographics. Differences in the rate ofretum from MoSU's colleges could be due to 
the structure or leadership of the college. As to why a low rate of return was received 
from participants, it could possibly be due to the time the survey was administered. It 
was close to the end of the semester. This was a time of concentration on final grades, 
closing the academic year, and vacation for many at MoSU. 
32 
According to the survey, a vast majority did not believe the Registrar's Office 
should evaluate experiential learning for.academic credit. While it is not possible to 
state with certainty why the respondents feel this way, it is possible they believe that 
the Registrar's Office does not have the detailed, specific knowledge needed for 
evaluation of all subjects students might request for review of college credit. Surveys 
of this type are asking for a general opinion; however, when or if a policy and/or a 
program is introduced, stakeholders at MoSU may have different opinions. 
hnplications 
Several implications can be drawn frcim the findings of this applied project. 
First, the findings of this project suggest there is a base of support for experiential 
learning at MoSU. A second implication of this project suggests the need to develop 
policies at both the graduate and undergraduate levels of education at MoSU on 
experiential learning. Third, policies and/or programs for awarding credit for 
experiential learning would likely have more support if a faculty member or 
department chair was involved in the evaluation process. Policies and/or programs 
that award credit for experiential learning should encompass exams, review of 
professional certificates, transcripts, military training, and possibly a portfolio 
program. Finally, as a result of these findings, MoSU respondents concurred that 
academic credit for experiential learning may attract and retain students. 
Recommendations 
The population of this project was limited to MoSU. Therefore, this project 
has limited generalizablity. The following recommendations are offered: 
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1. Further research is needed to improve and extend the implications of 
this study. 
2. A replication of this study could be done, in hopes for a larger return 
of data for better decision making and support of experiential learning 
programs. 
3. Research is needed to explore different concepts of experiential 
learning programs. Perhaps other methods of evaluating experiential 
learning need to be reviewed or researched at MoSU in deciding the 
best fit for MoSU. 
4. The implementation of experiential learning would impact MoSU in 
numerous ways. Research in this area could be conducted to determine 
the effects on programs, students, faculty, degrees, public opinion, etc. 
Conclusions 
This is perhaps the first comprehensive study at MoSU on this topic. Very 
little research has been done at MoSU regarding the awarding of credit for 
experiential learning. It is hoped this will provide a stimulus for discussion and a 
basis for further research at MoSU. 
Education is the mission ofMoSU. Hence, prior to the implementation of new 
policies, programs, and/or courses, a thorough investigation must be conducted to 
ensure that the education of our students continues to be our primary function. The 
adoption of new initiatives in education calls for support of administrators and 
educators if they are to be effectively implemented. All stakeholders at MoSU need to 
be consulted, informed, and properly prepared before implementing new programs, 
such as awarding academic credit for experiential learning. 
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Perception of Experiential Learning 
Experiential Learning or Prior Learning- is defined as learning achieved through 
knowledge-building or skills-attainment that occurs prior to enrollment at an 
institution of higher education. Procedures/methods for evaluation prior learning are: 
transfer oftranscripted credit, exams based, reviewing bodies, and individual or 
portfolio assessment. 
For each of the following items, put an X beside the choice that best describes you. 
I. Gender: Male____ Female __ _ 
2. Total years of teaching at any institution of higher learning: 
1-5 ____ 6-10 ___ 11-15 ___ 16-20 ___ more than 21 __ _ 
3. I am a(n): Academic Administrator 
---
___ Dean 
--~Department Chair ___ Faculty or Academic 
Advisor 
Department or subject area you teach (please list) ___________ _ 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each 
of the following statements by placing a check mark in the appropriate box. 
1 = strongly unfavorable to the concept 
concept 
2= somewhat unfavorable to the concept 
concept 
3= undecided 
Strongly Somewhat 
,Undecided Somewhat DisaQree Disagree Agree 
Strongly Somewhat Undecided Somewhat 
Disagree Disagree Agree 
Undecided 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat 
Disagree Disagree Agree 
-
Strongly 
Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
- -
Strongly 
Agree 
4= somewhat favorable to the 
5= strongly favorable to the 
I. I believe in giving credit for 
prior learning. 
2. I believe students should take 
an exam to receive credit for prior 
learning. 
- -
3. I believe academic credit 
should routinely be given for 
certificates or professional 
licenses. 
-
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Undecided 4. I believe academic credit 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly should routinely be given for Disagree Dis~gree Agree Agree 
transcripted learning. 
-
Undecided 5. I believe credit should be given 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly for prior learning as lower level 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree (100 or 200) undergraduate 
courses. 
- -
. -
Undecided 6. I believe credit should be given 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly for prior learning as upper level 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree (300 or 400) undergraduate 
courses. 
-
. 
Strongly Somewhat Undecided Somewhat Strongly 
7. I believe credit should be given 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree for prior learning as graduate 
courses. 
- - - - - - -
Strongly Somewhat Undecided Somewhat Strongly 
8. I believe MSU should develop 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree policies in awarding credit for 
prior learning. 
-
-
Strongly Some'Nhat Undecided 
9. I believe an academic advisor 
Somewhat Strongly should evaluate prior learning for Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
academic credit. 
- -
. 
Strongly Somewhat Undecided Somewhat Strongly 
I 0. I believe a faculty member 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree should evaluate prior learning for 
academic credit. 
-- - - - -
- - . 
Strongly Somewhat Undecided Somewhat Strongly 
11. I believe a department chair 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree should evaluate prior learning for 
academic credit. 
-
Strongly Undecided 
12. I believe a Dean should 
Somewhat Somewhat Strongly evaluate prior learning for Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
academic credit. 
-
Strongly Somewhat Undecided Somewhat Strongly 
13. I believe the Registrar should 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree evaluate prior learning for 
academic credit. 
-
-
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-
. . . 
- -
.. 
Undecided 14. I believe a university 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly committee should be formed to 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree evaluate prior learning for 
; academic credit. 
. 
Undecided 15. I believe MSU should adopt a 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly prior learning portfolio program 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree to evaluate for prior learning 
credit. 
-
- . 
Undecided 16. I believe MSU should adopt 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly policies for awarding credit 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree obtained through military 
- -
traininjl. 
-
Undecided 17. I believe students would be 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly interested in taking course that 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree would lead to evaluation of prior 
-
learning for ~redit. 
. 
Strongly Somewhat Undecided Some\Mlat Strongly 18. I believe students can provide Disagree Disagree Agree Agree documentation of prior learning. 
Strongly Somewhat Undecided Somewhat Strongly 
19. I believe the development of a 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree comprehensive prior learning 
. .. 
-
-
program would 8:ttract s_tudents . 
Strongly Somewhat Undecided Somewhat Strongly 
20. I believe the development of a 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree comprehensive prior learning 
. 
-- - -
. -
. 
-
program would retain students~ 
-
Use the space below to make any additional comments on Experiential or Prior 
Learning. 
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Table 2 - Level of agreement with survey questions by all respondents. 
(n=Number of responses, Percentage given in parentheses) 
I 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 
I. I believe in giving credit 10 (7) 13 (9) 
for prior learning. 
15 (10) 70 (48) 37 (26) 
2. I believe students should 6 (4) 15 (10) 11 (8) 68 (47) 45 (31) take an exam to receive 
credit for orior learning. 
3. I believe academic 13 (9) 36 (25) 
credit should routinely be 25 (17) 57 (39) 14 (10) 
given for certificates or 
professional licenses. 
4. I believe academic 10 (7) 8 (6) 34 (24) 60 (42) 29 (21) credit should routinely be 
given for transcripted 
learning, 
5. I believe credit should 12 (8) 14 (8) 20 (14) 70 (49) 31 (21) be given for prior learning 
as lower level (100 or 200) 
undenrraduate courses. 
6. I believe credit should 22 (15) 26 (18) 28 (20) 58 (40) 10 (7) be given for prior learning 
as upper level (300 or 400) 
underl!raduate courses. 
7. I believe credit should 29 (20) 30 (21) 27 (19) 44 (31) 14 (9) be given for prior learning 
as maduate courses. 
8. I believe MSU should 9 (6) 8 (6) 13 (9) 50 (34) 65 (45) develop policies in 
awarding credit for prior 
learning. 
9. I believe an academic 30 (21) 34 (24) 18 (13) 39 (27) 22 (15) 
advisor should evaluate 
prior learning for academic 
credit. 
10. I believe a faculty 16 (11) 24 (16) 14 (10) 59 (41) 31 (22) 
member should evaluate 
prior learning for academic 
credit. 
11. I believe a department 18 (12.5) 18 (12.5) 19 (13) 64 (44) 25 (18) 
chair should evaluate prior 
learning for academic 
credit. 
Overall 
Avg. 
3.76 
3.90 
3.16 
3.56 
3.66 
3.05 
2.88 
4.06 
2.92 
3.45 
3.42 
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I 2 3 4 5 Overall 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Avg. 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 
12. I believe a Dean should 25 (17) 47 (33) 
evaluate prior learning for 22 (16) 38 (26) 12 (8) 2.76 
academic credit. 
13. I believe the Registrar 35 (24) 41 (29) 16 (11) 38 (27) 13 (9) 2.67 should evaluate prior 
learning for academic 
credit. 
14. I believe a university 34 (24) 37 (26) 22 (15) 31 (21) 20 (14) 2.76 committee should be 
formed to evaluate prior 
learning for academic 
credit. 
15. I believe MSU should 18 (13) 16(11) 
adopt a prior learning 35 (24) 49 (34) 26 (18) 3.34 
portfolio program to 
evaluate for prior learning 
credit. 
16. I believe MSU should 9 (6) 9 (6) 20 (14) 63 (44) 43 (30) '3.85 adopt policies for 
awarding credit obtained 
through military training. 
17. I believe students 11 (8) 12 (9) 
would be interested in 47 (34) 49 (35) 20 (14) 3.47 
taking course that would 
lead to evaluation of prior 
learning for credit. 
18. I believe students can 4 (3) 15 (10) 27 (19) 56 (39) 42 (29) 3.81 provide documentation of 
prior learning. 
19. I believe the 6 (4) 17 (12) development of a 27 (19) 51 (36) 41 (29) 3.73 
comprehensive prior 
learning program would 
attract students. 
20. I believe the 11 (8) 20 (14) 39 (27) 39 (27) 33 (24) 3.44 development of a 
comprehensive prior 
learning program would 
retain students. 
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Table 3 -Administrators/ Faculty & Advisors and Male/Female percentage of 
agreement and disagreement. 
(n=Number of Respondents, Perce~tage given in parenth'eses) 
Administrators Facultv & Advisors 
Male Female Male. Female 
A D u A D u A D u A D 
1.1 believe in giving credit 15 0 0 14 5 0 40 10 9 37 8 
for prior learning. , (100) (73) (27) (68) (17) (15) (74) (16) 
2. I believe students should 4 . ' 43 10 ' 6 43 6 12 3 0 13 2 take an exam to receive (80) (20) (68) (11) (21) (73) (17) (10) (86) (12) credit for nrior leamina. 
3. I believe academic credit 7 4 4 9 8 2 29 20 10 24 17 should routinely be given (48) (26) (26) (47) (42) (11) (49) (34) (17) (48) (34) for certificates or 
orofessional licenses. 
4. I believe academic credit 10 1 4 13 3 2 32 10 15 32 4 should routinely be given (66) (7) (27) (72) (17) (11) (56) (18) (26) (65) (8) for transcricted leamino. 
5. I believe credit should 12 2 0 10 6 3 39 10 10 37 6 be given for prior learning (87) (13) (53) (31) (16) (66) (17) (17) (74) (12) as lower level (100 or 200) 
underaraduate courses. 
6. I believe credit should 9 4 2 10 5 3 24 23 12 23 16 be given for prior learning (60) (27) (13) (55) (28) (17) (41) (39) (22) (46)' (32) as upper level (300 or 400) 
underaraduate courses. 
7. I believe credit should 5 7 3 9 8 1 19 26 14 23 18 be given for prior learning (33) (47) (20) (50) (44) . (6) (32) (44) (24) (46) (36 as nraduate courses. 
8. I believe MSU should 14 0 1 14 4 1 43 8 8, 42 5 develop policies in (93) . (7) (74) (21) (5) (74) (13) (13) (84) (10) awarding credit for prior 
leaminn. 
9. I believe an academic 9 6 0 10 7 2 25 27 6 17 23 advisor should evaluate (60) (40) (63) (37) (10) (43) (47) (10) (35) (47) prior learning for academic 
credit. 
10. I believe a faculty 12 2 1 9 7 3 38 16 4 31 14 member should evaluate (80) (13) (7) (47) (37) (16) (66) (27) (7) (62) (28) prior learning for academic 
credit. 
11.1 believe adepartment 
-14 1 0 11 3 5 32 18 8 32 13 chair should evaluate prior (93) (7) (58) (16) (26) (55) (31) (14) (64) (26) learning for academic 
credit. 
12. I believe a Dean should 6 7 2 10 7 2 16 32 10 18 25 evaluate prior learning for (40) (41) (13) (53) (37) (10) (28) (55) (17) (36) (50 academic credit. 
13. I believe the Registrar 5 7 2 5 9 5 25 30 3 16 29 should evaluate prior (36) (50) (14) (26) (48) (26) (43) (52) (5) (32) (58) leamina for academic 
u 
5 
(10) 
1 
(2) 
9 
(18) 
13 
(27) 
7 
(14) 
11 
(22) 
9 
(18) 
3 
(6) 
9 
(18) 
5 
(10) 
5 
(10) 
7 
(14) 
5 
(10) 
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Administrators Facultv & Advisors 
Male Female Male Female. 
A D u A. D u A D (J A D u 
credit. 
14. I believe a university 
. 3 10 2 7 10 2 20 27 11 20 24 6 committee should be (20) (67) (13) (37) (53) (10) (34) (47) (19) (40) (48) (12) formed to evaluate prior 
learning for academic 
credit. 
15. I believe MSU should 10 2 3 10 6 3 23 14 21 30, 12 8 adopt a prior learning (67) (13) (20) (53) (31) (16) (40) (24) (36) (60) (24) (16) portfolio program to 
evaluate for prior learning 
credit. 
16. I believe MSU should 13 1 1 10 0 6 47 5 6 31 12 7 adopt policies for awarding (86) (7) (7) (68) (32) (81) (9) (10) (62) (24) (14) credit obtained through 
military traininq. 
17. I believe students 8 1 5 10 3 .5 24 8 24 26 11 12 would be interested in (57) (7) (36) (55). (17) (28) (43) (14) (43) (53) (22) (25) taking course that would 
lead to evaluation of prior 
leamino for credit. 
18. I believe students can 10 1 4 14 2 3 38 11 9 35 5 10 provide documentation of (67) (7) (26) (74) (10) (16) (66) (19) (15) (70) (10) (20) orior leamina. 
19. I believe the 11 1 3 14 4 0 35 10 13 31 7 11 development of a (73) (7) (20) (78) (22) (60) (17) (23) (63) (15) (22)· comprehensive prior 
learning program would 
attract students. 
20. I believe the 9 1 5 11 4 3 25 16 17 26 9 14 development of a (60) (7) (33) (61) (22) (17) (43) (28) (29) (53) (18) (29) comprehensive prior 
learning program would 
retain students. 
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Table 4 - Percentage of agreement and disagreement related to the college of the 
respondents 
(n=Number of respondents, Percentage given in parentheses) 
College of Business College of Education Caudill College of College of Science & 
Humanities Technology 
A u D A u D A u D A u D 
1.1 believe in giving credit 15 2 2 21 3 3 28 7 5 26 3 7 
for prior learning. (78) (11) (11) (78) (11) (11) (70) (17) (13) (72) (8) (20) 
2.1 believe students should 17 1 1 20 2 5 29 2 9 29 3 4 take an exam to receive 
credit for prior learning. (19) (5) (5) (74) (7) (19) (76) (4) (23) (81) (8) (11) 
3. I believe academic credit 10 4 5 16 4 7 17 12 11 19 2 15 
should routinely be given for (53) (21) (26) (59) (15) 
certificates or professional 
(26) (43) (29) (28) (53) (5) (42) 
licenses. 
4. I believe academic credit 12 5 2 19 6 2 20 12 7 25 6 3 should routinely be given for (63) (26) (11) (70) (22) (8) (51) (31) (18) (74) (17) (9) transcripted learning. 
5. I believe credit should be 16 2 1 17 5 5 29 4 7 25 7 4 given for prior leam!ng as (84) (11) (5) (64) (18) (18) (73) (9) (18) (69) (20) (11) lower level (100 or 200) 
undergraduate courses. 
6. I believe credit should be 13 1 5 13 8 5 13 8 19 16 6 14 given for prior learning as 
upper level (300 or 400) (69) (5) (26) (50) (31) (19) (33) (19) (48) (44) (17) (39) 
undergraduate.courses. 
7. I believe credit should be 7 5 7 16 5 5 11 7 22 13 8 15 
given for prior learning as (37) (36) (37) (62) (19) (19) (28) (17) (55) (36) (22) (42) 
graduate courses. 
8. I believe MSU should 16 2 1 24 0 3 31 5 4 27 3 6 develop policies in awarding (84) (11) (5) (89) (11) (78) (13) (9) (75) (8) (17) credit for prior learning. 
9. I believe an academic 9, 2 8 11 5 10 16 7 17 16 3 17 advisor should evaluate prior (47) (11) (47) (42) (19) (39) (40) (17) (43) (45) (8) (47) learning for academic credit 
10.1 believe a faculty 10 1 8 17 4 5 28 4 8 25 3 8 member should evaluate (53) (5) (42) (66) (15) (19) (70) (10) (20) (70) (8) (22) prior learning for academic 
cred~ 
11. I believe a department 11 1 7 16 5 5 26 6 8 22 5 9 chair should evaluate prior (58) (5) (37) (62) (19) (19) (65) (15) (20) (61) (14) (25) learning for academic credit 
12. I believe a Dean should 10 1 8 7 5 14 8 7 25 14 7 15 evaluate prior lea ming for (56) (5) (42) (27) (19) (54) (24) (17) (19) (39) (19) (42) academic credit 
13. I believe the Regisbar 7 1 11 9 4 13 15 3 22 12 3 20 
should evaluate prior (37) (5) (58) (35) (15) (50) (38) (7) (55) (34) (9) (57) 
learning for academic credit. 
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College of Business College of Education , Caudill College of College of Science & 
Humanities Technology 
A u D A u D A u D A u D 
14. I believe a university 3 5 11 12 2 conunittee should be formed 12 16 5 19 10 6 20 
to evaluate prior leanl!ng for (16) (26) (58) (46) (8) (46) (40) (13) (47) (28) (17) (56) 
academic credit. 
15.1 believe MSU should 8 9 adopt a prior learning 2 17 7 2 20 11 9 19 5 12 
portfolio program to evaluate (42) (47) (11) (65) (27) (8) (50) (38) (22) (53) (14) (33) 
for prior learning credit 
16.1 believe MSU should 11 5 adopt policies for awarding 3 22 3 1 29 4 7 29 4 3 
credtt oblained through (58) (26) (16) (85) (11) (4) (73) (9)' (17) (81) (11) (8) 
military training. 
17. I believe students would 11 6 be interested In laking 2 15 5 6 9 21 9 21 10 6 
course that would lead to (58) (31) (11) (58) (19) (23) (23) (54) (23) (64), (30) (6) 
evaluation of prior learning 
forcredtt. 
18.1 believe students can 13 4 2 22 provide documentation of 3 1 27 7 6 21 8 7 
prior learning. (68) (21) (11) (85) (11) (4) (68) (17) (15) (58) (22) (20) 
19.1 believe the 13 development of a 4 2 18 2 5 27 8 5 22 9 4 
comprehensive prior learning (68) (21) (11) (72) (8) (20) (68) (19) (13) (63) (26) (11) 
program would attract 
students. 
20. I believe the 11 development of a 5 3 16 4 5 17 3 8 17 11 7 
comprehensive prior learning (58) (26) (16) (64) (16) (20) (43) (15) (19)· (49) (31) (20) 
program would relain 
students. 
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Table 5- Years of Experience related to percentage of agreement and disagreement 
(n=Number of responses, Percentage given in parentheses) 
1-5 years 6-10 years 11-15 years 16-20 years 21+years 
A D u A D u A D u A D u A D 
1.1 believe in giving 13 6 4 28 4 5 15 4 0 19 6 3 30 4 credit for prior (57) (26) (17) (76) (10) (14) (79) (21) (68) (21) (11) (81) (11) learning, 
2.1 believe students 15 5 3 33 3 1 16 2 1 20 5 3 28 6 should take an (65) (22) (13) (89) (8) (3) (84) (11) (5) (71) (18) (11) . (76) (16) exam to receive 
credit for prior 
learning. 
3.1 believe 8 9 6 22 11 4 12 6 1 14 11 3 14 12 academic credit 
shouij routinely be (35) (39) (26) (59) (30) (11) (63) (32) (5) (50) (39) (11) (38) (32) 
given for certif(cates 
or professional 
licenses. 
4.1 believe 15 5 2 26 3 8 11 3 4 17 2 9 20 5 academic credit 
shouij routinely be (68) (23) (9) (70) (8) (22) (61) (17) (22) (61) (7) (32) (55) (14) 
given for 
transcripted 
learning. 
5. I believe credit 16 7 0 25 7 5 15 1 3 19 5 4 26 4 should be given for (70) (30) (68) (19) (13) (79) (5) (16) (68) (18) (14) (70) (11) prior learning as 
lower level (100 or 
200) undergraduate 
courses. 
6. I believe credit 9 11 3 ,a 12 7 10 4 5 15 9 4 14 12 should be given for (39) (48) (13) (49) (32) (19) (53) (21) (26) (54) (32) (14) (42) (33) prior learning as 
upper level (300 or 
400) undergraduate 
courses. 
7. I believe credit 8 13 2 20 11 6 7 6 6 10 12 6 12 17 should be given for (35) (56) (9) (54) (30) (16) (36) (32) (32) (36) (43) (21) (33) (47) prior learning as 
graduate courses. 
8.1 believe MSU 17 5 1 32 4 1 12 4 3 22 2 4 31 2 should develop (74) (22) (4) (86) (11) (3) (63) (21) (16) (79) (7) (14) (84) (5) policies in awarding 
credit for prior 
learning. 
9. I believe an 4 11 6 18 16 3 (8) 10 5 4 10 16 2 18 16 academic advisor (19) (53) (28) (49) (43) (53) (26) (21) (36) (57) (7) (49) (43) should evaluate 
prior learning for 
academic credit 
10.1 believe a 9 10 3 22 12 3 14 3 2 18 8 2 26 7 faculty member (41) (45) (14) (59) (33) (8) (73) (16) (11) (64) (29) (7) (70) (19) should evaluate 
prior learning for 
academic credit 
u 
3 
(8) 
3 
(8) 
11 
(30) 
11 
(31) 
7 
(19) 
9 
(25) 
7 
(20) 
4 
(11) 
3(8) 
4 
(11) 
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1-5 yeara 6-10 yeara 11-15yeara 16-20 yeara 21+years 
A D u A D u A D u A D u A D u 
11.1 believe a 12 8 2 20 12 5 14 2 3 15 9 4 27 5 5 department chair (55) (36) (9) (54) (32) (13) (73) (11) (16) (54) (32) (14) (74) (13) (13) should evaluate 
prior reaming for 
academic credit 
12.1 believe a Dean 10 12 0 14 17 6 8 6 5 5 20 3 12 17 8 should evaluate 
prior learning for (45) (55) (38) (46) (16) (42) (32) (26) (18) (71) (11) (32) (46) (22) 
academic credit 
13.1 believe the 4 15 3 15 21 1 4 12 3 12 11 5 16 17 3 Regislrarshou~ 
evaluate prior (18) (68) (14) (40) (57) (3) (21) (63) (16) (43) (39) (18) (44) (47) (9) 
learning for 
. 
.. 
academic credit 
14. I believe a 7 10 5 19 13 5 6 9 4 10 14 4 8 25 4 university 
oommittee should (32) (45) (23) (52) (35) (13) (32) (47) (21) (36) (50) (14) (22) (67) (11) 
be formed to 
evaluate prior 
learning for 
academic credit 
15.1 believe MSU 14 8 0 23 4 10 7 6 6 13 6 9 17 10 10 shou~ adopt a pnor (64) (36) (62) (11) (27) (36) (32) (32). (47) (21) 
_(32) (46) . (27) (27) learning portfolio 
program to evaluate 
for prior learning 
credit 
16.1 believe MSU 15 3 4 25 6 6 16 2 1 23 3 2 26 4 7 should adopt (68) (14) (18) (68) (16) (16) (84) (11) (5) (82) (11) (7) (70) (11) (19) policies for 
awarding cred~ 
obtained through 
military training. 
17.1 believe· 10 4 7 19 7 11 8 3 8 13 4 10 17 6 11 students would be 
interested in taking (48) (19) (33) (51) (19) (30) (42) (16) (42) (48) (15) (37) (50) (18) (32) 
course that would 
lead to evaluation of 
prior learning for 
credit 
18.1 believe 14 4 4 24 6 7 11 4 4 22 2 4 24 4 8 students can 
provide (64) (18) (18) (65) (16) (19) (58) (21) (21) (79) (7) (14) (67) (11) (22) 
documentation of 
prior learning. 
19. I believe the 12 7 3 23 7 7 11 4 3 22 1 5 23 4 9 development of a (55) (32) (13) (62) (19) (19) (61) (22) (17) (79) (3) (18) (64) (11) (25) comprehensive prior 
learning program 
would attract 
students, 
20.1 believe the 12 6 4 15 11 11 9 6 3 19 2 7 16 6 14 development of a (55) (27) (18) (40) (30) (30) (50) (33) (17) (68) (7) (25) (44) (17) (39) comprehensive prior 
learning program 
would retain 
studenls. 
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Figure 11. Mean of All Respondents 
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Figure 13. Mean of MoSU Colleges 
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